We examined emotional stability, ambition (an aspect of extraversion), and openness as predictors of adaptive performance at work, based on the evolutionary relevance of these traits to human adaptation to novel environments. A meta-analysis on 71 independent samples (N ϭ 7,535) demonstrated that emotional stability and ambition are both related to overall adaptive performance. Openness, however, does not contribute to the prediction of adaptive performance. Analysis of predictor importance suggests that ambition is the most important predictor for proactive forms of adaptive performance, whereas emotional stability is the most important predictor for reactive forms of adaptive performance. Job level (managers vs. employees) moderates the effects of personality traits: Ambition and emotional stability exert stronger effects on adaptive performance for managers as compared to employees.
The importance of workers' ability to adapt to novel situations in the workplace and perform at an elevated level may currently be more crucial than ever. Changing technologies result in everchanging work design to which workers must quickly adapt. Interconnected global economies entail constant change and require adaptation (e.g., training or expatriation abroad, meeting clients of different backgrounds). Structural business changes such as mergers and acquisitions require that workers adjust to new environments (e.g., location, position, company culture). Thus, adapting plays a vital role in the success of employees and, in turn, organizations (Bhattacharya, Gibson, & Doty, 2005; Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007; Ilgen & Pulakos, 1999) .
This recognition of the importance of adaptation at work has been considered in three separate streams of research. First, adaptive performance has been examined as part of one's job behavior that pertains to meeting unexpected or changing demands of one's work environment (e.g., Hesketh & Neal, 1999; Johnson, 2001; Pulakos, Arad, Donovan, & Plamondon, 2000; cf. Baard, Rench, & Kozlowski, 2013) . Second, research on adaptive transfer emphasizes the generalization of newly acquired knowledge and skills (Blume, Ford, Baldwin, & Huang, 2010 ) to unpredictable and dynamic task environments (e.g., Ford, Smith, Weissbein, Gully, & Salas, 1998; Kozlowski et al., 2001 ) and predominantly utilizes the task-change paradigm in a laboratory setting (e.g., Chen, Thomas, & Wallace, 2005; LePine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2000) . Finally, newcomer adaptation focuses on newcomers' experiences during organizational entry as they negotiate unfamiliar work roles and establish new interpersonal relationships (e.g., Chan & Schmitt, 2000; Wang, Zhan, McCune, & Truxillo, 2011 ). In the current paper, we focus on individuals' job behavior at work, or adaptive performance.
Our paper makes two contributions to the literature. First, by examining personality variables theoretically derived as predictors of adaptive performance, our study can enable organizations to identify individuals most likely to exhibit adaptive performance in their talent acquisition and management practices (HR Policy Association, 2010) . To date, researchers have identified general cognitive ability as a positive predictor of adaptive performance (e.g., Allworth & Hesketh, 1999; Pulakos et al., 2002) , but the findings on personality traits have been mixed (Allworth & Hesketh, 1999; Neal, Yeo, Koy, & Xiao, 2012; Pulakos et al., 2002) . In this study, we seek to inform employee selection research and practice by examining the role of personality traits, underscoring the importance of emotional stability, extraversion (specifically, the ambition aspect of extraversion), and openness, the traits suggested most strongly by evolutionary theory to potentially be strategic in adaptation.
A second contribution of this study is to the understanding of adaptive performance as having two interrelated forms: reactive adaptation that deals with prescribed demands versus proactive adaptation that deals with changes initiated by the focal individual (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010; Ployhart & Bliese, 2006) . Aside from the research literature, this distinction in adaptation is captured in fiction and recorded in history, as shown in the quotes at the start of this paper: A stable, unfrazzled (reactive) acceptance of changes in life characterized Forrest Gump's eventful yet smooth transition in life, and an ambitious, enthusiastic (proactive) pursuit of changes propelled John F. Kennedy's ascendance to the presidency and his accomplishment thereafter. In this study, we extend previous conceptual development on the distinction by empirically assessing the differential effects of emotional stability and ambition on reactive versus proactive forms of adaptive work performance. In so doing, we provide theoretical and empirical insight into the criterion space of adaptive performance.
Adaptive Performance
Organizational agents, employees and managers alike, need to attune to changes at work and adjust their behavior accordingly due to uncertainty in organizational environments (Duncan, 1972; Katz & Kahn, 1978) . Adaptive performance is considered a separate dimension from task and contextual performance (Hesketh & Neal, 1999; Pulakos et al., 2000) , although successfully performing adaptive behaviors may contribute to both task and contextual performance (see Johnson, 2001 ). Pulakos et al. (2000) represents the only work to date that articulated the construct space for adaptive performance. It defined adaptive performance as the proficiency with which an individual alters his or her behavior in response to the demands of a new task, event, situation, or environmental constraints. Using a content analytic procedure to map critical incidents at work onto different dimensions of adaptive performance, Pulakos et al. (2000) created an eight-dimensional taxonomy (see Table 1 ). However, a single factor was found to underlay supervisor ratings of soldiers' performance (Pulakos et al., 2002) . Similarly, Ployhart and Bliese (2006) proposed an adaptability second-order factor to account for covariation across the eight behavioral dimensions. Griffin et al. (2007) situated adaptive performance at three work role contexts-individual, team, and organization-and subsequently obtained empirically distinct measures of adaptability in each work context; however, each of their adaptability measures collapses across behavioral dimensions (e.g., coping with changes, learning) and captures overall adaptive performance. Thus, to date, despite acknowledgment that there are different behaviors that may be labeled as adaptive performance, there is a lack of empirical support for considering adaptive performance as multidimensional.
An alternative framework for considering adaptation would be to distinguish the drivers behind the changes: Workers may engage in reactive changes in response to the demands of the environment (e.g., handling a crisis, adjusting to different people) imposed upon them, and they may pursue proactive changes to modify the environment and adjust their behaviors accordingly (e.g., implementing a new method, developing oneself). Although adaptive performance can be narrowly defined as a response to environmental change (e.g., Griffin et al., 2007) , several researchers have considered the proactive form of adaptation. Ashford and Taylor (1990) emphasized the active role employees play in their work environments to facilitate effective adaptation. Ployhart and Bliese This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. (2006) argued that an adaptive individual may proactively change his or her behavior to achieve desired outcomes upon recognizing an old behavior's being ineffective, even in an unchanged environment. Similarly, Shoss, Witt, and Vera (2012) noted that adaptive performance can occur in anticipation of changes, in addition to in response to changes. In both reactive and proactive adaptation, workers need to modify their behaviors (Shoss et al., 2012 ), but they take on different foci: Changes are externally determined in reactive adaptation and self-initiated in proactive adaptation.
Evolutionary Psychology, Personality, and Adaptive Performance
It has long been suggested that personality traits underlie human's adaptation to the environment and influence biological fitness (Hettema, 1979; Nettle, 2006) . Gordon Allport (1937) posited that personality traits "ultimately derive their significance from the role they play in advancing adaptation within, and mastery of, the personal environment" (p. 342). Evolutionary personality psychology theory argues that personality structure (e.g., Big Five) is the result of "species-typical, relatively domain-specific psychological mechanisms that have evolved over human evolutionary history because they solved the adaptive problems ancestral humans confronted" (Michalski & Shackelford, 2010, p. 511) .
Evolutionary psychology theory considers individual differences as theoretically important because of their role in social adaptive problems (e.g., mating, achieving status, detecting who is trustworthy versus a danger; Buss, 2009) . That is, individuals change their behavior in response to their environment (Confer et al., 2010) , and individual differences may arise because of different but functionally adaptive ways to adjust to environments.
1 For example, Wiggins (1991) discussed agency and communion striving (motives underlying extraversion and agreeableness) from an evolutionary perspective, noting how they relate to reproductive adaptive problems of intrasexual competition and parental investment in children. Buss (1991 Buss ( , 1996 further described how each of the Big Five characteristics might provide resources for successfully solving the most important social adaptation questions individuals face (e.g., Who is high in the social hierarchy? Who can I trust? With whom shall I mate?). The interesting question that adaptive performance in the workplace raises is, What differences relate to ability to adapt to environments that are not constant but changing?
Among the Big Five traits, emotional stability and extraversion receive consistent coverage in major trait theories (e.g., Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1988; Eysenck, 1970) , manifest strong genetic underpinning (Keller, Coventry, Heath, & Martin, 2005; Viken, Rose, Kaprio, & Koskenvuo, 1994) , and exert stable effects on objective life events (Magnus, Diener, Fujita, & Pavot, 1993) . According to Eysenck, extraversion and emotional stability account for much of the variation in personality traits (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985) . Although previous research suggested two second-order traits can account for the covariation among the Big Five, such as Digman's (1997) Factors ␣ and ␤ (e.g., Mount, Barrick, Scullen, & Rounds, 2005) , Chang, Connelly, and Geeza (2012) investigated higher order traits of the Big Five using a meta-analytically derived multitrait-multimethod matrix and revealed that Factor ␣ is heavily loaded with emotional stability and Factor ␤ appears to be nothing more than extraversion. As much of the evolution of humans as a species has to do with adapting to environmental changes, it is conceivable that extraversion and emotional stability played an important role in humans' adaptation to their environment. For example, extraversion predisposes individuals to actively explore their environment, while neuroticism activates the vigilant detection for imminent danger (Nettle, 2006) . Although it might seem far-stretched to compare adaptive performance in the modern workplace with humans' early struggle with environmental threats and challenges, 2 the underlying response mechanisms related to emotional stability and extraversion can be informative.
Emotional stability is associated with the inclination to fight or flight in the presence of probable danger (Nettle, 2006) . In the present workplace, the challenges workers confront and cope with are not ones where organizations would want them to retreat (i.e., "flight") but rather require individuals to utilize available resources to manage the change (i.e., "fight"). Thus, the unstable individual's general tendency to engage in threat appraisals (Gallagher, 1990 ) and avoidance self-regulation (Carver, Sutton, & Scheier, 2000; Elliot & Thrash, 2002) can be maladaptive in the face of changing task environments, whereas being emotionally stable can facilitate successful adaptation to scheduled or unforeseen changes in the workplace. Indeed, emotional stability has been positively linked to several mechanisms instrumental to adaptive performance, including training (Vasilopoulos, Cucina, & Hunter, 2007) , transfer of training to new tasks or contexts (Blume et al., 2010) , working in teams (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001) , coping with work stress (Liu, Wang, Zhan, & Shi, 2009) , as well as adjusting to new contexts (Ali, Van der Zee, & Sanders, 2003; Brooks & DuBois, 1995) . Further, when faced with a stressful novel task, emotionally stable individuals tend to engage in the more effective task-focused coping and eschew the less effective emotion-focused coping (Boyes & French, 2010) . Pulakos et al. (2002) argued that emotional stability would relate to adaptive performance because of the propensity to stay calm and levelheaded in the face of challenge and difficulty, and they found support for that relationship in their study of U.S. Army personnel. Therefore, we predict that emotional stability will positively predict adaptive performance (Hypothesis 1).
Extraversion is associated with reward seeking and bold exploratory activity (Nettle, 2006) . Extraversion underlies individual differences in the activation of reward systems (Denissen & Penke, 2008) and brings evolutionary fitness through pursuit of sexual partners, establishment of social ties, and exploration of physical 1 The question often posed to evolutionary psychologists is why large individual differences in personality traits continue to exist if, over time, one would expect natural selection based on the most adaptive genetic variations. There are a number of proposals as to why this is so (see Tooby & Cosmides, 1990) . One perspective that fits with organizational psychology theory aligns with Schneider's attraction-selection-attrition model (Schneider, 1987) in that individuals with different personality traits seek and find environments that suit them (see Camperio Ciani, Capiluppi, Veronese, & Sartori, 2007 , for an illustration of this in extraversion and openness differences over 20 generations among islanders, immigrants, and mainlanders in Italy).
2 For examples of other applications of evolutionary psychology to workplace phenomena, see Tooby, Cosmides, and Price's (2006) This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
environments (see Nettle, 2006) . Extraverted individuals tend to adopt an approach orientation (Elliot & Thrash, 2002) and engage in challenge appraisal in stressful situations (Gallagher, 1990 ). Given a novel task or work environment, extraverted employees are more likely to welcome the challenge than to stay reluctant to adapt or change. The notion that extraversion drives the pursuit of change and adaptability is corroborated by a recent meta-analytic study: Extraversion was positively associated with change-oriented citizenship behavior at work (k ϭ 6, N ϭ 1,141, ϭ .13; Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li, & Gardner, 2011) . Furthermore, extraversion has been associated with behaviors characterized by change initiation, such as interests in enterprising activities (Barrick, Mount, & Gupta, 2003) , decision to become entrepreneurs (Zhang et al., 2009 ), emergence to leadership positions in teams (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002) , and constructive-change-oriented communication (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001) .
A closer examination of extraversion's construct domain reveals that certain facets may be more predictive than others (see Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012) . Personality and industrial/organizational psychologists have long differentiated between two primary aspects of extraversion (DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) : ambition (dominance) that corresponds to the need for power and sociability that represents the need for social interaction (e.g., R. Hogan, 1982; Hough, 1992; Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990; Hough & Ones, 2001 ). Ambition primarily accounts for agentic and dominant tendencies (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990) and is distinct from a proclivity to warmth, socialization, and self-disclosure (DeYoung et al., 2007) . Ambitious individuals may engage in contextual performance as a means to get ahead (J. Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998) . There is no reason to presuppose that greater need of social interaction (sociability) would relate to adaptive performance, but one can easily posit that a need to acquire and maintain status and power (ambition) will lead one to be sensitive to and adjust to environmental change. Indeed, much evolutionary psychology work has focused specifically on gaining and maintaining status and prestige (e.g. Hawley, 1999; Lund, Tamnes, Moestue, Buss, & Vollrath, 2007) , as negotiating hierarchies is seen as one of the key social adaptation problems evolutionarily. Buss (2009) has argued that the salience of an adaptive problem in a situation (i.e., the link between a change in the environment and potential loss and gain of status in this instance) is likely to indicate which individual differences come to the forefront in cost-benefit analyses of what behaviors to enact. We predict that the ambition aspect of extraversion will positively predict adaptive performance, but the sociability aspect will not predict adaptive performance (Hypothesis 2).
Other Personality Traits and Adaptive Performance
While an evolutionary psychology lens offers clear links between emotional stability and ambition with adaptation, the relation of the other Big Five traits and adaptive performance can be considered from this perspective as well.
Openness to experience has been described as a willingness to develop creative solutions to problems and seek out variety. The pursuit of novelty and complexity embodied in openness to experience may offer an advantage for evolutionary adaptation (Nettle, 2006) . There is some evidence that openness relates to pursuit of new, changed environments (e.g., Camperio Ciani et al., 2007) and relates to adjustment to a new environment (e.g., students to college life; Kurtz, Puher & Cross, 2012 ; personnel adaptation to winter in Antartica, Grant et al., 2007) . For example, openness aspects have been shown to predict the acceptance of expatriate assignments as well as subsequent adjustment in a large sample of expatriates (Albrecht, Dilchert, Deller, & Paulus, in press ). Recognizing the theoretical relevance of openness to seeking (proactivity) and adjusting (reactivity) to new environments, we predict that openness will be positively associated with overall adaptive performance (Hypothesis 3).
3
Conscientiousness is associated with long-term planning and goal striving that can benefit an individual's success in a particular environment. Considering conscientiousness' linkage to achievement striving (Barrick, Mount, & Li, 2013; Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002) and the tenacity with which individuals pursue their goals (Denissen & Penke, 2008) , one can expect highly conscientious employees to consistently expend effort in their work environment, both in response to external changes and in search of new opportunities. Indeed, Pulakos et al. (2002) found that achievement orientation, an aspect of conscientiousness, predisposes employees to manage changes as a means to attain positive work outcomes. However, from an evolutionary perspective, the preference for routine and structure (the dependability aspect of conscientiousness) would be incompatible with an unpredictable and variable environment and thus limit adjustment (Nettle, 2006) . Similarly, Barrick et al. (2013) argued that the positive effect of conscientiousness at work may be restricted when individuals receive limited feedback as in an ambiguous environment. Further, LePine et al. (2000) suggested that orderly and dutiful individuals may be too inflexible to cope with unannounced changes. As the data available in the current study do not allow for the examination of differential prediction across achievement orientation versus dependability aspects, we do not expect an overall positive effect of conscientiousness on adaptive performance.
Finally, agreeableness is important in interpersonal interactions, with its effect on fitness and adaptation hinging in large part on the group environment one is in (Nettle, 2006) . Individuals high in agreeableness may see an adaptive advantage by establishing cooperative relationships and fostering supportive networks with others. However, unless adaptation requires interpersonal interaction and tolerance, agreeableness may not relate to adaptation more broadly. Thus, we explore the effect of agreeableness specifically on the interpersonal aspects of adaptability in Pulakos et al.'s (2000) model.
3 Although Woo, Chernyshenko, Stark, and Conz's (2013) recent metaanalysis did not show openness to significantly relate to adaptive performance, their definition of adaptive performance was quite broad, including criteria such as creative performance and decision-making performance after task change. Their operationalization of adaptive performance also included self-ratings. Thus, our current hypothesis represents a more focused examination of the effect of openness on adaptive performance at work. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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The Adaptive Performance Criterion Space: Proactive Versus Reactive
As noted above, employees' attempts at adaptive performance can take on reactive versus proactive forms. Emotional stability primarily enables employees to stay calm and unperturbed in the face of emergency or unexpected changes. When facing changes imposed by external task environments, employees with high emotional stability can better utilize existing resources to deal with the novel demands, whereas employees with low emotional stability may resort to unproductive ways to cope with the deviation from the routine. In contrast, ambition primarily drives the desire and pursuit of changes in the workplace as a means to achieve status and power. Thus, an alignment of predictors and criteria would suggest that emotional stability will serve as a more important predictor for reactive forms of adaptive performance, while ambition will serve as a more important predictor for proactive forms of adaptive performance (Hypothesis 4). As proposed above, openness will be relevant for both reactive and proactive forms of adaptive performance. Thus, we do not put forth a differential prediction for the effect of openness.
Job levels may afford differential opportunities to engage in more proactive forms of adaptive performance (Berg et al., 2010) . With position power (Yukl & Falbe, 1991) , managers, rather than employees, are more likely to possess the legitimacy to be proactive in anticipation of change. Relative to nonmanagerial jobs, managerial jobs present greater autonomy to make various decisions (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) . As Barrick and Mount (1993) argued and demonstrated, having insufficient autonomy on the job restricts individuals' possible range of behaviors and limits the predictive validity of personality traits. Further, in their metaanalytic work, Tornau and Frese (2013) identified three constructs that compose proactive behavior, two of which-exercising voice and taking charge-are expected in-role behaviors for managers but not to the same extent (or at all) for lower level employees. Following our earlier argument on the effect of ambition, the ambitious manager may anticipate imminent adjustments, take the initiative to bring forth changes, actively pursue improvement over the status quo, and transform how business objectives get accomplished. Such opportunities can be quite limited for employees (Berg et al., 2010) , who do not have the same level of voice or ability to take charge (i.e., proactive behavior is not as role prescribed), thus restricting the effect of ambition at the lower job level. We predict that the opportunity to engage in proactive adaptation, as captured in job level (manager vs. employees), will moderate the effect of ambition, such that ambition will act as a more important predictor for managers than for employees (Hypothesis 5).
We conducted a meta-analytic investigation using the data archive from Hogan Assessment Systems. A simultaneous search of the literature revealed only a handful of studies, but none of them contained a measure of ambition; nor did they enable the examination of the reactive versus proactive forms of adaptive performance. Considering the limitations, we focused our tests in the Hogan datasets and present a meta-analysis for the other studies in Appendix A.
Method Identifying Datasets
The Hogan Competency Model (Hogan Assessment Systems, 2009) contains competencies that comprehensively map onto behavior across various job domains, allowing the identification of behavioral dimensions related to adaptive performance. Jason L. Huang and Ann Marie Ryan reviewed the definitions of all 56 competencies in the Hogan Competency Model to determine if each competency could serve as a component under one of Pulakos et al.'s (2000) adaptive performance dimensions. Of the 56 competencies, nine were deemed sufficiently similar to components of Pulakos et al.'s definition; these were further classified into reactive versus proactive foci (see Table 1 ).
Next, a comprehensive search was conducted to identify criterion-related validation studies from Hogan Assessment Systems' data archive (Hogan Assessment Systems, 2010) , where at least two of those nine competencies served as criteria. Seventyone independent datasets were extracted, with each sample containing two to seven competencies relevant to adaptive performance. In a criterion-related validation study for a particular position, important competencies were typically identified using subject matter experts' ratings of relevance to successful job performance. Supervisors then rated incumbents on these competencies. The majority of the validation studies (k ϭ 64) were conducted using concurrent validation designs. Only one study employed a predictive validation design, and relevant validity design information was unavailable for six other samples.
Samples
The 71 datasets extracted included 18 managerial samples and 53 employee samples from a variety of industries, such as pharmaceutical, agriculture, and communications (total N ϭ 7,535). Sample sizes for individual studies ranged from 20 to 416. The average age in the samples ranged from 25 to 51. Approximately 67% of the ratees were male. These 71 datasets served as the basis for our meta-analytic investigation (see Appendix B).
Personality Measures
The seven-factor Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI; R. Hogan & Hogan, 2007) maps strongly onto the Big Five (mean r between corresponding factor(s) ϭ .54; J. Hogan & Holland, 2003) . The seven factors are Adjustment, Ambition, Sociability, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Prudence, Inquisitive, and Learning Approach. 4 As described in J. Hogan and Holland (2003) , Adjustment maps onto emotional stability, Ambition and Sociability map onto extraversion, Interpersonal Sensitivity maps onto agreeableness, Prudence maps onto conscientiousness, and Inquisitive and Learning Approach map onto openness to experience. It should be noted that while Inquisitive reflects the global openness factor (Connelly, Ones, Davies, & Birkland, 2013) , Learning Approach is only 4 The factor names represent the current naming for the HPI (see R. Hogan & Hogan, 2007) . Interpersonal sensitivity, inquisitive, and learning approach were previously named likeability, intellectance, and school success in J. Hogan and Holland (2003) . This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
moderately correlated with openness (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003) and largely reflects the intellectual efficiency facet of openness (Woo, Chernyshenko, Longley, et al., 2013) . The seven HPI factors have shown acceptable levels of internal consistency (Cronbach's alphas for the seven factors above are . 89, .86, .83, .71, .78, .78, and .75 ) and test-retest reliability (average short-term test-retest reliability: r ϭ .80; R. Hogan & Hogan, 2007) . Pulakos et al. (2002) reported a single factor represented supervisory ratings of adaptive performance on the eight dimensions in their taxonomy. To examine if an overall adaptive performance factor would emerge in our study as well, we performed exploratory factor analyses (EFA) with principal axis factoring on the competency ratings. We identified and obtained eight datasets for the EFA using the following two criteria: (a) containing at least five of the nine relevant competencies; and (b) having a sample size of at least 50.
Results

Adaptive Performance Measure
We summarize the factor analytic results in Table 2 . Across the four managerial samples and four employee samples, a singlefactor structure emerged as the only interpretable solution. In cases where a competency loaded weakly on the first factor, that competency was measured with a single item in that analysis. Given the evidence of unidimensionality, we proceeded to create an overall adaptive performance score in each dataset. It should be noted that the emergence of an overall adaptive performance dimension, rather than separate reactive versus proactive dimensions, may be due to two considerations. First, as Pulakos et al. (2002) suggested, supervisors may have inferred from a general judgment and thus failed to produce the distinction between reactive and proactive dimensions. Second, the exploratory factor analysis may have underfactored due to the limited representation of adaptive performance dimensions in the datasets (see Wood, Tataryn, & Gorsuch, 1996) . Indeed, only Dataset M1 contained more than two competencies from each of the reactive and proactive domains. Thus, the results may have been biased toward the emergence of an overall adaptive performance factor. Given these limitations of the exploratory factor analysis as well as our conceptualization of the adaptive performance criterion space, we considered whether responses were reactions to the environment or initiated behaviors (reactive vs. proactive).
Meta-Analysis
With the availability of 71 independent studies, we were able to utilize meta-analytic techniques to handle potential between-study differences in parameter estimates due to statistical artifacts such as sampling error and range restriction. We first obtained the zero-order correlation between each HPI personality factor and adaptive performance at the study level and subjected the correlation coefficients to meta-analysis. We corrected for measurement error in the criterion using internal consistency estimates for the overall adaptive performance measure at the study level. Following the steps outlined by Hunter, Schmidt, and Le (2006), we corrected for direct or indirect range restriction at the study level using information from the HPI manual (R. Hogan & Hogan, 2007) . For the six samples with unknown validation design, we adopted the direct range restriction formula on these datasets to provide a conservative estimate (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004) . As no interrater reliability estimates were available, the corrected validity estimates ( op s) in the current study would be the lower bound estimates for operational validity (e.g., Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt, 1996) .
The meta-analytic estimates of overall effects are presented in Table 3 . The results provided initial support for Hypotheses 1 and 2 in that Adjustment ( op ϭ .16) and Ambition ( op ϭ .14) were significantly associated with overall adaptive performance, as their 95% confidence intervals did not include zero. In contrast, the effect for Sociability ( op ϭ .01) was nonsignificant. We further assessed whether Ambition had a significantly stronger effect on overall adaptive performance than Sociability, using Steiger's Z for two dependent correlations obtained on the same participants (Steiger, 1980) . The result of the test was significant (Z ϭ 9.93, p Ͻ .001), further supporting the notion that Ambition rather than Sociability drives adaptive performance.
In contrast, although Inquisitive and Learning Approach had significant positive associations with overall adaptive performance, their validity coefficients were quite small ( op ϭ .03 and Note. Principal axis factoring on competency scores (indirect item factor analysis; Gorsuch, 1997) with a one-factor solution. M1-M4: managerial samples; E1-E4: employee samples. For competencies, refer to Table 1 . % variance ϭ variance accounted for by the first factor. Average loading refers to loadings on the first factor. ␣ ϭ internal consistency estimate for the overall adaptive performance scale. a Following the Kaiser criterion, which tends to overfactor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) , a second factor eigenvalue of 1.03 suggested the possibility of a two-factor solution. However, the second factor thus extracted was poorly defined (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) , being loaded by only a single competency (No. 9, valuing diversity). Thus, a single-factor solution was retained. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
.05), reflecting the power from the current large sample size rather than substantive effect. Thus, these findings provided limited support for Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 4 states that emotional stability will be a more important predictor for reactive forms of adaptive performance, and ambition will be a more important predictor for proactive forms of adaptive performance. We created adaptive performance composites (i.e., reactive and proactive; see Table 1 ) in each primary study and meta-analyzed the effects of each personality trait on these composites (see Table 3 ). Zero-order meta-analyzed effects follow the pattern suggested by Hypothesis 4: For reactive forms of adaptive performance, Adjustment had a larger operational validity than Ambition (Z ϭ 5.46, p Ͻ .001), whereas for proactive forms of adaptive performance, Ambition had a larger operational validity than Adjustment (Z ϭ 3.98, p Ͻ .001).
Hypothesis 5 states that ambition will act as a more important predictor of overall adaptive performance in managers than in employees. We conducted the hypothesized moderator analysis (see Table 4 ). In initial support of the hypothesis, overall adaptive performance was more strongly associated with Ambition in managerial samples ( op ϭ .26) than in employee samples ( op ϭ .12). Comparing the two independent correlations (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003 ) revealed a significant difference (Z ϭ 5.45, p Ͻ .001). Although not hypothesized, the effect of Adjustment was slightly stronger in managerial samples ( op ϭ .20) as well, relative to employee samples ( op ϭ .14; Z ϭ 2.31, p Ͻ .05). To better discern the moderating effects, we performed separate metaanalyses for reactive and proactive forms of adaptive performance across job levels (see Table 4 ).
To further assess Hypotheses 4 and 5 in terms of predictor importance, we employed meta-analytically derived multiple regression (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995) together with relative weights analysis (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004) . We first obtained the meta-analytic correlation matrix among the personality variables for managerial and employee samples (see Table 5 ). Combining the correlation matrix with parameter estimates from Table  4 as input matrices for the managerial and employee positions (Ns ϭ 1,864 and 5,531), we regressed adaptive performance onto all seven predictor variables simultaneously to determine the relative importance of correlated predictors.
Regression analysis with relative weights further supported Hypothesis 4 (see bottom section of Table 6 ). When adaptive performance had a reactive focus, Adjustment was the most important predictor in manager and employee samples (␤s ϭ .20 and .16), accounting for 51% and 62% of predictable variance. In sharp contrast, when adaptive performance had a proactive focus, Am- Note. Reactive forms of adaptive performance: stress tolerance, ambiguity tolerance, flexibility, and valuing diversity. Proactive forms of adaptive performance: initiative, innovation, managing change, self-development, and political awareness. K ϭ number of independent samples; N ϭ total sample sizes for each analysis; r ϭ sample-size-weighted mean observed (uncorrected) correlation; SD r ϭ sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; op ϭ mean operational correlation corrected for unreliability in the criterion using coefficient alpha and range restriction; SD ϭ standard deviation of the corrected correlations; % variance ϭ percentage of variance attributed to sampling error, criterion unreliability, and range restriction; 95% CI ϭ 95% confidence interval around r; 80% CV ϭ 80% credibility interval around op . a Learning approach was not measured in two studies, which thus have a smaller K than the other predictors.
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bition was the most important predictor in both samples (␤s ϭ .27 and .12), accounting for 68% and 55% of predictable variance. The separate analyses of reactive and proactive forms of adaptive performance also revealed an area where openness might prove beneficial: Learning Approach had a positive zero-order correlation with proactive forms of adaptive performance in both manager and employee samples, with a positive lower bound of the 80% credibility interval. However, Learning Approach failed to explain unique variance in proactive forms of adaptive performance.
Meta-analytic regression and relative weights provided further support for Hypothesis 5 (see top section of Table 6 ): For managers, Ambition (␤ ϭ .24) was the most important predictor, accounting for 60% of the predictable variance in adaptive performance, whereas for employees, Ambition (␤ ϭ .08) was the second most important predictor, trailing Adjustment (␤ ϭ .10), which accounted for 46% of the predictable variance.
To provide comparability to prior work using Pulakos et al.'s (2000) taxonomy, we included separate analyses for each competency in an exploratory manner (see Table 7 ). In general, these results conformed to the hypothesized directions, barring one notable exception: Ambition was negatively associated with valuing diversity in employee samples (K ϭ 4, N ϭ 277, op ϭ Ϫ.08), although the result could have occurred due to second-order sam- Note. K ϭ number of independent samples; N ϭ total sample sizes for each analysis; r ϭ sample-size-weighted mean observed (uncorrected) correlation; op ϭ mean operational correlation corrected for unreliability in the criterion using coefficient alpha and range restriction; CI L and CI U ϭ lower and upper bound of 95% confidence interval around r; CI L and CI U ϭ lower and upper bound of 80% credibility interval around op . Note. Correlations for managerial samples are presented below the diagonal (K ϭ 18, N ϭ 1,864). Correlations for employee samples are presented above the diagonal (K ϭ 53, N ϭ 5,671), except for correlations involving learning approach (K ϭ 51, N ϭ 5,531). This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
pling error. Supporting our supposition regarding the effect of agreeableness on interpersonally oriented adaptive performance dimensions, Interpersonal Sensitivity showed positive zero-order associations with Valuing Diversity in both samples and Flexibility and Political Awareness in the managerial samples. In addition, a visual examination of the corrected correlations also revealed the pattern as would be suggested by Hypothesis 4: The competencies more strongly associated with Ambition pertained more to proactive (e.g., Innovation, Initiative) rather than reactive (e.g., Stress Tolerance, Flexibility) adaptation, especially in the managerial samples. This is also consistent with the rationale behind Hypothesis 5 that higher level jobs afford more opportunity to engage in proactive forms of adaptive performance.
Discussion
Based on evolutionary psychology theory relating to personality, the current study highlighted the theoretical relevance of emotional stability and ambition to adaptive performance. The meta-analytic results indicate that those who harbor the desire for status and power while remaining calm and even-tempered are best able to adapt to novel situations in the workplace.
Building on previous conceptualization of the reactive and proactive distinction in adaptive performance, the current study sheds initial empirical light on this distinction. Although the EFAs revealed a single-factor solution, possibly due to raters' halo error, the theoretically derived hypotheses regarding differential predictors received clear support: Emotional stability contributes to reactive forms of adaptive performance, whereas ambition is instrumental to proactive forms of adaptive performance. The differential effects of ambition across job levels also attest to the notion that managers have more opportunities to engage in proactive forms of adaptive performance.
Our findings echo those of Pulakos et al. (2002) in the significant association between emotional stability and adaptive performance. To appropriately cope with changes that occur in the work environment, an individual needs to approach potentially stressful transitions rather than engage in avoidance behavior such as procrastinating and resorting to the now-outdated mode of operation. From an evolutionary psychology perspective, emotional stability represents functionally adaptive ways of responding to environmental threat, with high emotional stability reflecting a willingness to face and deal with change. Note. Raw RW ϭ raw relative weight; % RW ϭ relative weight rescaled to the percentage of total R 2 .
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Our findings also extend the evolutionary psychology perspective on the importance of extraversion for social adaptation problems (e.g., achieving status in a group, mating) by showing its value in adaptation to change in a work environment. Perhaps more important, the finding that ambition, but not sociability, predicts adaptive performance demonstrates the need to employ trait variables with appropriate specificity in organizational research (Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012; . Ambitious employees and managers have the dispositional tendencies to anticipate change, proactively modify how objectives are achieved at work, and seize the opportunities to improve. In line with socioanalytic theory of personality (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003) , our findings on ambition suggest that ambitious individuals may view adaptive performance as the means to get ahead and move upward in the organizational echelon or, in evolutionary adaptation terms, to gain and maintain status in the social hierarchy.
The meta-analytic estimates also provide some interpretative context for prior inconsistent findings (Allworth & Hesketh, 1999; Pulakos et al., 2002) regarding conscientiousness and openness. The wide credibility interval for conscientiousness may suggest variability in adaptive requirements and/or opportunities across jobs and hence variability in the predictive utility of conscientiousness. It is also possible that the potential positive effect of achievement orientation was concealed in the overall weak effect of conscientiousness (see Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006) , and separating out achievement orientation from dutifulness in future research will be more illuminating. Similarly, examining facets of openness might enable better insight into when it relates to adaptive performance. Additionally, as Learning Approach had a relationship with proactive forms of performance in both managerial and employee samples but did not contribute explanation above and beyond other predictors, considering the relative importance of traits may be useful. That is, for practitioners designing selection tools with concerns about efficiency in measurement, the lack of incremental value of openness may preclude adding it to a selection battery.
Although the current study included samples from diverse jobs, organizations, and industries, some notes about the study's limitations and interpretation are in order. First, limited by the use of archival data, we were unable to explicate the characteristics of the work environment beyond the job level. We acknowledge that behaviors at work stem not only from the person but also from the situation and the interaction between the person and the situation (Barrick, Mitchell, & Stewart, 2003; Barrick & Mount, 1993; Tett & Burnett, 2003) . A closer understanding of the personality-adaptive performance relationship may be gained by directly assessing contextual influences such as situational strength (Meyer, Dalal, & Bonaccio, 2009 ), autonomy (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) , and work climate (Han & Williams, 2008) . Our finding on the moderating effect of job level contributes but a small piece to the puzzle.
Second, although we mapped the operationalizations of adaptive performance onto Pulakos et al.'s (2000) framework and also into categories of reactive and proactive behavior, the adaptive performance measure in each study consisted of different competencies measured using different items. Despite the evidence of an overall adaptive performance factor in eight exploratory factor analyses, the inability to use a uniform outcome measure may have contributed to the between-study variations in the results. From the fact that Managing Change and Political Awareness were not included in any employee samples (see Table 6 ), it seems likely that that Note. When a given competency was measured with a single item in a study, the reliability of that item was estimated by applying the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula to multiple-item measures of the same competency in other studies. K ϭ number of independent samples; N ϭ total sample sizes for each analysis; r ϭ sample-size-weighted mean observed (uncorrected) correlation; op ϭ mean operational correlation corrected for unreliability in the criterion using coefficient alpha and range restriction; CI L and CI U ϭ lower and upper bound of the 95% confidence interval around r; CV L and CV U ϭ lower and upper bound of the 80% credibility interval around op ; DV ϭ dependent variable.
managers' heightened opportunity for proactive forms of adaptive performance may in part come from a broadened criterion domain. Third, the use of a single personality inventory with validation data from the test publisher may limit the generalizability of the findings. The current pattern of findings does not seem to reflect any bias toward providing only data that support a measure, given variability in validity coefficients. Nevertheless, our study resembles a primary study rather than a typical meta-analysis in that the sample(s) afforded the opportunity to probe the research questions while constraining the degree to which results may apply to other measures.
The current findings also shed light on future research directions. For example, researchers may begin to examine the extent to which personality traits predict above and beyond cognitive ability or even interact with cognitive ability to affect adaptive performance. In addition, future studies may include personality measures outside the trait domain (Funder, 2001) . In particular, recent research has examined how individuals may adjust their momentary personality dynamically in various situational contexts (Huang & Ryan, 2011; Minbashian, Wood, & Beckmann, 2010) . Incorporating these dynamic personality constructs in future studies may further elucidate the role of personality in delivering adaptive performance.
Conclusion
With the increasing importance of adaptive performance in today's workplace, the identification of individuals who can adapt to changing tasks and dynamic situations can help businesses gain competitive advantage. Using validation data from 71 independent samples and 7,535 individuals and an approach based on evolutionary personality psychology theory, we identify emotional stability and ambition as two primary personality predictors for adaptive performance at work. The effects of these two traits, particularly ambition, are stronger in manager than employee samples. Our results provide a new look of the inconsistent findings in the literature regarding the effects of personality on adaptive performance.
Failing to support Hypothesis 3, the relationship between openness and adaptive performance was weak and nonsignificant, with an operational validity of .06. Although the other hypotheses could not be tested in this small-scale meta-analysis, we explored the relationships between the other three Big Five factors and adaptive performance. Conscientiousness had a positive association with adaptive performance ( op ϭ .13). The other two personality dimensions, extraversion ( op ϭ .04) and agreeableness ( op ϭ .06), did not share significant associations with adaptive performance. Note. K ϭ number of independent samples; N ϭ total sample sizes for each analysis; r ϭ sample-size-weighted mean observed (uncorrected) correlation; SD r ϭ sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; op ϭ mean operational correlation corrected for unreliability in the criterion using coefficient alpha; SD ϭ standard deviation of the corrected correlations; % variance ϭ percentage of variance attributed to sampling error, criterion unreliability, and range restriction; 95% CI ϭ 95% confidence interval around r; 80% CV ϭ 80% credibility interval around op .
(Appendices continue)
This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. 
Appendix B
Summary of Study Level Input for Meta-Analysis
M1-M18
ϭ managerial samples; E1-E53 ϭ employee samples. For competencies, refer to Table 1 . N ϭ sample size for correlation between personality and adaptive performance;
␣ ϭ
Cronbach's alpha for adaptive performance; r ϭ correlation coefficient between personality and adaptive performance; u ϭ range restriction factor, calculated as (observed predictor SD)/(predictor SD reported in manual); N/A ϭ not available.
